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urban areas. 64 In designing distribution plans. state commissions might want to consider

several factors.

a. A stale plan might be designed to reflect that service areas and build-out

responsibilities for competitive LECs in the state are larger than wire centers, and

accordingly require a cost model operating at a geographic scale larger than the

wire center.

b. A State plan might be designed to reflect the geographic scale at which incumbent

LEC wholesale prices are de-averaged. 45

c. A SLate plan might be designed around specific state policy objectives. For

example. a state might want to promote investment in pans of a state needing to

upgrade the quality of service or physical facilities.

Each plan would also contain assurances necessary to distribute the funds efficiently and to

meet federal policy objectives.

a. The plan would state that the commission has authority under state law to distribute

.-.,... federal discretionary high cost suppon. 46

64
Two metbods are descnbed here for PUfl)OSa of Illustration.

USlftl Method A. the state coDUDlssion would perform I support calculation for each ETC in the stale.
The support for each ETC would be baed upoa the d1ffereocc becweea its Ivera.. cost aDd I statewide cost
threshold. Cost could be deterauDed by I forward·look.l.D1 cost model. an embedded cost model. or I blend of the
two. Therefore. Model A could itself have I Dumber of vanants based on different combinations of forward­
lool"'nlJ aDd embedded costs.

llus IS anaJ0JOUS to the method that the FCC would we to calculale support for the state as I whole. but
With the differenc.e thai the stale would IdJUSI the stalC'Wlde thtesbold cost parameter to ensure the distribution of
all hllh cost funds. both state and federal. that arc likely to be IVllllble. The total amount distnbuted would
.:onSIst of federal boId-barmJeu support. federal ducretlocwy supPort and any funds raised by the stale.

USlOl Mecbod B. u Ul Metbod A. the stale CODUDlS51on would perform a support calculation for each
ETC lft the state. and oace l,aiD the support for eacb ETC would be based UpoD the difference between its
Iverap cost and alllalcW\de COlt threaboIcS. Eacb ETC would receive 100 pet'CeDt of its bold-barmJeu amount
plus. pro-rata poruoa of Its other support Deed. l'bc pro-rata portson would be the same for all ETCs in that
slale lft • ,IVeo year. ~ with Method A. the total amount dlSlnbuted would consist of federal hold-b.armlesa
support. federal dlscretlooaty support and any funds msed by the slate.

~, For cumple. If. stale bas C$labhsbcd three pnclnl zones for resale of services available from tts
l'e¥lonal Bell operallftl company. II aulbt decIde to C$labllsh the same three zones for calculation of higb cost
support.

46 The FCC nu,bt want to seek pubhc comment on whetber stlte commissions will require legislative
auLbonty to dlSlnbule federal funds lft this rN.MCr. Some COmmiSSions may conclude that they presently bave
authonly to so ACt. either under the Telecom Act or under exIsting state law. Othen may need or may desire 10

(continued ... )
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b. The plan would state whether the commission prefers to receive title to the funds

or to have a power of appointment for the funds. If the commission prefers title.

the plan should also describe whether the commission prefers to use a third pany

administrator to receive and account for federal suppon, and,if so. should name

that administrator.

c. The plan would state that distributions of federal funds will be made only to ETCs

for the purpose of defraying high local rates for universal service·7 in high cost,

rural and insular areas.

The FCC would review state plans for distri~tion of federal funds. The FCC would

require that such plan~ advance the objectives of section 254 of the Telecom Act, including the

requirement that rates and service in rural areas be reasonably comparable to those in urban

areas. State plans would also need to be competitively neutral." and should also ensure that

each ETC receives an amount of federal suppo" at least equal to the hold-harmless ponion

that ETC has generated.

G. lndividuallncome Factors

Average income might be used to adjust federal suppo" levels. Support might be

increased, for example. in states with a high incidence of poveny or states with a low average

income. Low income ratepayers in many cases may also live in low cost areas, thus creating

the appearance that poor individuals in low-WSl areas are being required to subsidize rich

individuals in high-cost areas. While using an income-based test may warrant further study,

for the reasons discussed below, no income (actor has been included in this proposal.

First. by collecting funds from interstate revenues, federal suppo" will be raised in a

progressive manner. This is because customers who use a high volume of interstate services

will contribute proponionately more to the fund. These are generally business customers and

.. ( ...contlnued)
!ICICk explicit state stannory Iutbonty .

• 7
The elements of se..... ,ce reqUired to be supponed are defmed in 47 U.S.C. § 54.101...
lbe COmpetlllve neutrality requirement mJKht require that CUTler support be •portable.•

...............
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higher income residential customers. It is unlikely, therefore. that low-income individuals,

even in low-cost states. would be significantly burdened by this proposal. 49

Moreover. high cost support is only one pan of the program supported by the FCC's

universal service mechanisms. Support for schools and libraries and support for the lifeline

and Iink·up programs are specifically targeted to the needs of the educational and low·income

communities. [ndeed. much of the support under these programs flows to low-cost areas.

H. Subsequent Years.

It was noted above that the most recent possible embedded data should be used in each

year's support calculat!on. Indeed. it may be that the data should be so fresh that they should

be estimated for the upcoming year.'"

In addition. hold·harmless calculations should be updated annually. This will ensure that

legitimate transactions now in progress will be reflected in the hold-harmless base. For

example. although the FCC has forbidden further increases of high cost suppo" through sale

of exchanges to smaJI companies.SI some such sales have already been completed. It would be

unfair to the carriers and customers in these states if the effects of completed and allowed

telephone exchange sales were to be ignored in the hold-harmless calculation.S2

I. Lifetime of the Plan.

For a number of reasons. this model should be considered an interim solution. This is

due in part to limitations in the model. and due in pan to expected developments in the

telecommunications industry.

49 Moreover. u. pncticalmaner. 10 loat u &be bi.b COlt support is fuDded by. surc:barp on a clua
or servICe (i.e., ·iII......·) it would be imprxtiW if DOt impossible to exclude CODtributiOD from low-iDcome
Individuals who happeoed to use that clul of servICe.

,., An audltLDI provisioa would abo be needed. See foolDOte 30, above.

" nus prohlblllOO applie. unJesa a camer made a blndin, commitment before May 7. 199710 purchase
an I:lchanle. UQJversaJ ServlCC Order. 1 308.

" ThIs w1I1 require the FCC to ContlDUC to recalculate support under the existm, system as thou,b IMI
system ""ere stlllLD effect. 10 pattlCulat. the FCC WIll bave to calculate both bigb cost support and OEM
""elsblmg as thougb this plan had DOC bceD adopted.
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The model includes embedded cost as a primary factor affecting the distribution of

federal support. As facilities-based competition progresses, more and more investment will be

made by competitive LECS. Competitive LECs do not, however, report their costs to the

FCC, and these costs cannot be added to those filed by incumbent LECs. As facilities-based

competitive LECs acquire a larger share of the local exchange market. their investment may

become a significant share of the total investment in the public switched network. In that

event, embedded cost data will increasingly understate total net investment, and any model that

relies on average embedded cost in each state can become less reliable. When reported

investment decreases to 70 or 80 percent of the total network. this model may need to be

replaced. possibly by (I. bidding process.n

The model also includes, in Step 4, a hold-harmless calculation. Because of the methods

that the FCC has used in the past to distribute federal support, this hold-harmless guarantee is

primarily of benefit to smaJler incumbent LECs. Many of these companies are rural telephone

companies and are entitled to separate treatment under applicable FCC orders. To date. the

FCC has not indicated any clear intent to reduce substantially the support for these companies_,

and has left this question to subsequent rulemaking. S4 Nevertheless, after the passage of

several years. policy makers might attach reduced importance to sustaining the hold-harmless

expectation indefinitely.

The telecommunications market itself may also evolve in unexpected ways. This could

invalidate some of the assumptions underlying the FCC's current policy on high cost areas and

could equally invalidate the assumptions underlying this model. For example. the FCC

requires that high cost support be calculated on a fine geographic basis no larger than the wire

5) The IDOdc1 bua I\Ippod distnbutKMll rex some s&aICI OIl the daffereoce betweea the st.lte's embedded
a"erap COI& aDd tIM UlioaaJ avera.. COlt. 'Therefore. 10 the ClICnI thai a partacular data error applia equally 10

&11 SC&les. II could have a De.hllble effect OIl the cllSlnbulloa. However, at some tame in the future, facalities­
based COmpetitive LEes may have so lDaDy hoes that the embedded cost per line data from iDc:umbeotLECs will
no IOGlcr n:praeD1 a (air sample of the lmea In ihe state. At that time the reported embedded investmeot wouJd
DO longer be a reliable lI~lIC&1or of COSl.

S4
The FCC has staled an IDtcataon 10 C5l&bhsh a rorward·looIting economic cost mechanism for rural

'amen. UOJversaJ ServIce Order. 1 252. "The FCC also has Slaled that It will not base distributions to rural '
-:.amen OG rorward·looklnl COSI WUlI further review. rd. at 1203. However, lhe FCC has also slated that il
lotends to pay only 2S percent or the cost or support. rd. at 1 269, and thas presumably applies to both rural and
non-rural camen.
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center." This presupposes that competitive LECs will be free in each state to offer their

service areas on a fine geographic scale and also presupposes that resale rates will be de­

averaged at a similar scale. As states implement the Telecom Act over the next several years.

those assumptions may not prove accurate. In that event, it may be appropriate to calculate

forward-looking support on a different geographic scale.~

Based upon these considerations. the FCC may want to reexamine this model after it has

been in place approximately four years. It may be appropriate to make major changes to the

model at that time or even to develop an entirely new model.

V. Benefits

The proposed plan offers numerous benefits.

A. Intrastate Purpose

Under this plan. while the benefits vary from one state to another. all of the money

produced would be used by state commissions to reduce intrastate rates. This is consistent

with the purpose of the present high cost funding program and with the Act's requirement to

achieve" reasonably comparable rates...

This plan is also more likely to produce reduced retail rates or to maintain existing rate

levels. Under the May 8 order. high cost support would have been used to reduce interstate

access charges. Therefore. the immediate beneficiaries of the FCC's program were interstate

service providers who might then choose to pass these cost reductions along in the form of rate

reductions. If rates were reduced. benefits would not necessarily flow to the states from

which the contributions came. but. under the Telecom Act." would produce nationwide toll

rate d~reases.

This plan does not provide any revenue for carriers providing services in the interstate

jurisdiction. If the FCC is concerned that access charges include implicit subsidies. it may

" UnivenaJ ServIce Order. , 2SO( 10).

56
Alternatively. COmpetlllVC LEes may be able to Ideality low-<:ost and biab profit customers wilhin a

wire ccoter IDd avoid servin, other lueber cost or lower volume customers. In that event. eYeD more
.~ KcoenptucaJly precIse measurements of cos& may be necaary.

,.,
47 U.S.C. §254{g).
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want to establish additional surcharges and distributions in order to convert existing implicit

subsidies in the interstate jurisdiction to explicit subsidies.

B. Sufficiency

Assuming that the national average cost is "reasonably comparable" to urban costs.~& this

proposal. in conjunction with state-raised funds. would be sufficient to ensure that all rural

areas have intrastate rates no higher than those "reasonably comparable" to urban areas.

This plan may require states to enact supplemental programs. as authorized under section

254(0 of the Telecom Act. The details will depend upon several factors. including whether

states de-average their :retail and wholesale rates.

C. Minimal Size

The total cost of this proposal. is estimated at S1.9S billion.S9 This is an increase from

the current total suppo" (for high cost and OEM weighting) of approximately S1.25 billion.60

This proposal would require a smaller fund than any plan that fully funds the results of a

forward-looking cost model. Since those models generally calculate suppo" on a wire-center­

by-wire-center basis (or smaller). and since they do not take account of embedded costs in low

cost areas. they tend to require much larger expenditures of federal funds. For example.

under the Blended Cost model. full federal funding would have a total cost of S7.8 billion."

)I Or. ill 1M cue of eilDt'edded COllI. UlUmaD, tbat lOS" or the national averap is reuooably
,;omparable to urbua COl5U.

59 This ..... is baed..__ of 1M BIeDded COlI Model for forwvd-lootin. COI&I aDd full bold­
twmI.. OG OEM weiPba. for all~•• &DCludiD. avenae schedule compuies. The data do DOt iDclude
AJuka or the LnSUW...... Actual c:OIIIlIIIouId be lower for two reasoas:

I. The COItI reqwred by forwud-look1aa models are docreasiDI.
2. EsclUSIoa of OEM we,ptm. for some averaIe schedule companies should reduce cost by

approluna1ely SQO md"oo.

IJO 1996 blab cos& support was SI16 aulhoa. IDd OEM weilbelo' wu S428 million. IDdustry AnalysIS
D,Y,sloo. Commoa Camet Bu,..... FCC. U"'.",.,GI Sn'W« SMppon and T~/qHtoMR~nw by Slau. January.
1998. tables 2 and 6. These firurea lDClude Alaska IDd the Insular areas.

61
nus estimate does DOl IDCludc Aluka or the Insular areas.
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D. Intrastate Revenues Unaffected

This proposal would be financed by an explicit surcharge on the interstate revenues of

interstate carriers. Intrastate revenues would not be affected.

E. Competitive Neutrality

Federal funds would be distributed to state commissions, and the federal distribution

would therefore be competitively neutral. In further distributing these funds. state

commissions would also demonstrate, based on their plans approved by the FCC. that they

would not establish a preference for a particular kind of carrier or technology.

This plan calcul~tes support without regard to whether a carrier is a "rural" or a "non­

rural" carrier. Therefore the plan would no longer discriminate against customers served by

large local exchange carriers. 62

F. Incentive for Investment

Depending upon other factors, this plan offers many states the prospect of increased

federal suppon soon after carriers in that state make additional investment in the existing

network. 6J For these States, increased facilities investment will promptly result in increased

suppon to the state. panicularly since embedded COSt data are used based upon projections

rather than historicaJ data.

G. Compatible With Separations

This plan takes account of the jurisdictional separations of costs and revenues. Suppon

to states is reduced. by an average of approximately 25 percent, based upon costs already

covered in the interstate jurisdiction. While ensuring adequate federal suppan. this mechanism

prevents double recovery.

61
Current FCC Nlea provlCie addilional hlab COSl S\Ippon If a hIgh cost company has fewer lhan

:!OO.OOO lanes and to all compuuea WIth fewer than 50.000 lanes.

61
Under currenl ~culaIIOQS. 17 stiles would receIve suppon based upon embedded cost.
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H. Compatible with State Policies

1. State DistributiQns

This plan distributes support to carriers in a manner directed by the state commission,

although the hold-harmless portion of distributions would be constrained by the historical

eligibility of carriers.

Discretionary distributions by state commissions would be constrained by a state

distribution plan apprQved in advance by the FCC. State commissions would need to develop

these plans. While this may be an added burden on states, it is Qne that would likely fall on

states in any case if the existing FCC Qrder were implemented.

State commissiQ~s would have significant discretion over the support distributed to

individual carriers.64 For this reason, state commissions will be able to coordinate federal

high cost support with any supplemental state support. Indeed, several stales already have

high cost support mechanisms in place, and these states could be assured by this plan that

federal funding distributiQns will not be incompatible with their existing programs.

State distributiQn of high cost funds may also make simpler any effort to tie support to

service quality. State commissiQns are well situated to observe service quality in their states.

If the FCC were able tQ prQvide periodic and comprehensive national data, state commissions

might then choose to build incentives fQr service quality into their high cost distribution plans.

Distribution to state commissions will also minimize the effects of any residual errors in

the forward looking cost models. First, because calculations will be made on a statewide basis

rather than on a wire center basis (or smaller), errors arising from particular geographic

circumstances will tend to disappear. By making the sample size larger. the models should be

more accurate, at least as to some kinds of non-systematic errors. Second, under this plan

relatively few states receive suppon based upon forward-looking cost. Therefore. for states

receiving support on any other basis, any remaining errors in the forward looking models

cause no harm.

2. State Rate DeSi&ll5

Under the Telecom Act, states retain Jurisdiction over intrastate rate designs, including

whether to deaverage UNEs, whether to deaverage retail rates, and how to determine the size

64
Hold·ba.rmJe.sa suppon IS aa elCepclOQ 10 thiS rule.

,---'
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of service areas for ETCs. This plan will permit states to evolve all of these policies in an

interrelated manner. No state would be required to establish a particular sized unit for

calculation of high cost support or for pricing.

I. Earnings Based on Market Success

Because states will be able to coordinate high cost support policies with other

competition policies (such as deaveraging of UNEs. deaveraging of retail services and the size

of service areas) this plan is more likely to minimize the opportunity of carriers to make

profits by exploiting the irregularities of state and federal regulatory policy.

J. Cost-Based System

This plan is based upon COSts. rather than rates. and thus avoids any intrusion of

uncontrollable variables. such as state decisions to allocate revenues between toll and local

services. The plan takes account of the differences in average cost among states. Indeed, it

uses that criterion as the chief basis for the distribution.

To the extent that a state chooses to deaverage rates. the plan could leave the state

responsible to provide support for its own high cost areas from state-generated funds. This is

appropriate given that states control important rate setting policies and the states are likely to

differ considerably in the degree to which they deaverage rates and in the sizes of service areas

assigned to competitive carriers. Federal suppon will ensure that even when states choose to

levy supplemental charges to support high cost areas. they can still maintain overall rates that

are reasonably comparable to rates in urban areas.

This plan uses embedded cost and forward· looking costs as independent limits on federal

support. This ensures that the most economically efficient network is assumed when

calculating high cost suppon. It also reduces the effect of any errors that may remain in

forward· looking cost models.

K. Single System

This plan treats all rural customers equally and thereby contributes to competitive

neutrality. The size of a carrier (e.g.. more than 50.000 lines or more than 200.000 lines) is

not considered by this plan. only the characteristics of the service territory. Therefore. this
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plan would allow the FCC to abolish the questionable distinction in the May 8 order between

rural customers who happen to be served by "rural carriers" and rural customers who happen

to be served by "non-rural carriers. "

." This plan also combines the existing high cost program that applies to loop costs and the

existing OEM weighting program that applies to switching costs. Several states appear to have

either high loop costs or high switching COSts, but not both. Since the statutory objective is

reasonably comparable rates, and since rates are a function of all costs, combining loop and

switching costs will produce a simpler solution than the existing dual programs.6j This also is

more efficient since it does not provide support to areas where loop or switching cost is high.

but overall costs are moderate.

Combining loop. switch and trunking costs into a single plan is also consistent with the

mechanisms underlying the forward looking cost models. Those models estimate the cost

characteristics of a network that can provides the services supported by universal service.

That network necessarily includes some loop COSts, but also some switching and trunking

costs.

For both of these reasons _. combination of rural and non-rural and combination of loop,

switch and tronking .- the alternative plan is simpler to design and administer. In particular.

this plan would permit the FCC to avoid the many difficult decisions and rulemakings that lie

ahead regarding high cost support for rural telephone companies. By combining rural and

non-rural. and by combining loop and switch. this plan considerably simplifies the existing

issue structure. The FCC can avoid anticipated rulemakings. now planned for 2001 or after.

relating to support for rural carriers. This wlll somewhat simplify the process of

Implementing the Telecom Act for the FCC. and, on a substantive policy level, it will end the

troubling distinctions in present law between carriers based upon their overall size.

6' '_'nus IS coos'steal Wltb the support aleul.l,ons made by forward looking models. whl<:b genenlly
.:,,\cul.le loop. S'Wllctuna and trunktna cosu.
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L. Hold-harmless

This plan includes hold-harmless protection. both for states as a whole and for individual

companies. This increases the total cost of federal support. Nevertheless, it is generally

consistent with the May 8 order, which promised rural telephone companies that they would

not face any significant change in support levels until at least January I, 2001.

Hold-harmless support should be appropriate until the FCC becomes convinced that the

forward-looking cost models have become sufficiently precise that existing expectations of

continued support can safely be set aside.

M. Minimal Litigation Risk

This proposal could greatly reduce the uncertainty arising from pending litigation in the

Fifth Circuit of the United States Court of Appeals. In that court, at lease one low-average­

cost state is seeking to determine whether the FCC has authority to levy charges on the

intrastate revenues of interstate carriers. In addition, other high cost states are seeking a

ruling on whether the FCC's May 8 order. setting federal support at 25% of need. is sufficient

to ensure that rates in ruraJ and high cost areas will be reasonably comparable to rates in urban

areas.

If the pending challenge to the 25 II federal support level should succeed in court, the

stakes are high. If the Court should rule in favor of the petitioners and rule that the FCC

must provide 100% of the support calculated under a forward-looking cost model. the Blended

Model would predict that the size of the federal fund might need to be $7.8 billion. more than

four times as large as the fund proposed here.

By adopting this plan. the FCC could moot both kinds of challenges. It would no longer

be necessary for the FCC to assert jurisdiction to impose a charge on the intrastate revenues of

interstate carriers, and issues arising from the 25~ federal support level described in the May

8 order would be mooted. While subsequent litigation would of course still be possible. the

probability of FCC success in such litigation might be higher than at present.
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Appendix A - The Distribution of Costs

Two forward-looking cost models are under consideration by the FCC. the Hatfield

model and the BCPM model. Each performs detailed COSt analyses in slT\aU geographic areas.

Each model then sorts these geographic areas into zones based upon the density of telephone

lines per square mile. While it is not possible to blend the analyses of the two models. either

model can be used to examine how density affects cost. 66 The results clearly indicate that it is

more expensive to provide telecommunications services in rural states than in more densely

populated states.
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Figure 1 shows. for five states. how forward-looking costs vary in the nine density zones

used by the Hatfield model."

fJ6
The Blended Cosa Model was prepared because no cost model has yet been adopted by the FCC. The

Blended Cosa Model. bO'Never. IS merely an aveneme of stlte·by,slate results of the two leading models. BCPM
and Hatfield. The density zooe analysIs w,dun the rwo models cannot be averaged. however. because they do Dot

a~ree on the number of denslly zooca and because they do not agree on the upper and lower bounds of the denSity
zones.

6'
Seven zones are used 10 the BCPM an.aIysls. Whtle the precIse numbers may vary. substllullng the

BCPM mood for the Hatfield model produces sinuill results.
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As Figure 1 illustrates, the Hatfield model predicts some cost variations from state to

state, but comparatively larger variations from one density zone to another. For the most

rural density zone (0 to 5 lines per square mile), costs are typically in the range of $100 per

line per month. 68 In the second density zone (5 to 100 lines per square mile), costs are in the

range of $40 to $45 per line per month. Conversely, in the three density zones where density

exceeds 2,550 lines per square mile, costs average $12.77 per month.

There is little uniformity from state to state, however. with regard to demographics.

Figures 2 and 3 show the percentage of a~ss lines found within each density zone for the

same five states represented in Figure 1.

The twO more urban states, California and New York, are represented in Figure 2. In

California. 72 percent of the state'S access lines are located in the three hig~est density zones.

The Hatfield srudy repom the average weighted cost in these three zones in California to be

$12.19 per line per month. In New York, 68 percent of the access lines are found in those

Fig. 2. Access Unes by Density ­
Two Low Cost States
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same three densely populated lones with an average cost of $12.89 per line per month.

Y .
"The Hatfieh1 Mode! data UIOd here was denved from the model author's NO UStn8 staDdard desIgn

parameters. The five sta1eI sbowu are repteaeowlve of urbaD aod Nral stat•. Nevertheless, costs in some stales
were lugber or lower than lbe amou.nU sbowu here. partIcularly in the lowest density WM. from 0 to S lines per
<.quare aule.
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The combination of few high-cost lines and many low-cost lines within an urban state

inevitably produces a low statewide average cost. Average costs predicted by the Hatfield

model are $15.01 in California and $17.21 in New York. These states have lower statewide

average costs than the national average cost of $20.52.

In rural stateS. settlement patterns are quite different. Figure 3 shows the corresponding

data for Arkansas. Maine, and Vermont, three states that are more rural than either California

or New York. The graph indicates that a greater percentage of access lines in these rural

states are found in the lower density zones on the left side of the graph. Indeed. a significant

portion of telephone customers in these states live in the second density lone (where density is

between 5 to 100 line~ per square mile). The characteristic cost within this density zone is

Fig. 3. Access Lines by Density. Three High Cost States
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approximately $4S per line per month."

..
E.a.;b of the three Sl&1eS also shows 1DCn:a.scd populatloo in !he fifth density zone. This presumably

raults from the effects of smaJl Cit••• hke Little Rock. Ponland. and BurlinJtoa. The cost characteristic of llus
densuy ZODe IS about SIS per I'DOC'Ith.
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Figure 3 also shows that each of these three rural states has only a small proportion of its

access lines located in the three highest density lones. Therefore these states have relatively

few low-cost lines.

A state with a high percentage of its access lines in high cost areas generally will have a

high average cost. Average costs predicted by the Hatfield model are $31. 43 in Arkansas.

$30.42 in Maine. and $29.45 in Vermont. The statewide average in all three states is about

$10 higher than the national average cost.

Since a high proportion of access lines in these rural states are in low-density and high­

cost areas. these states may also have a higher proportion of customers at risk from any rate

de-averaging that migbt follow local exchange competition. While density is not the only

determinant of high cost. this analysis demonstrates that some rural states have a high

proportion of their access lines in high cost areas. These areas would be particularly

vulnerable to rate increases. and the ensuing loss of customer penetration. if funding for high

cost support is insufficient.
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Embedded data were derived from the following sources.

(a) Loop Cost.

This was set equal to the 1996 unseparated NTS revenue requirement70 of all carriers. as

reported to the FCC and as further reported in the 1997 Monitoring Report prepared by the

Docket 80-286 Joint Board staff.

(b) Switching Cost.

(i) For Cost Companies - Data were extracted from the same NECA tiling that

was used for the loop studies. Contained in this data is Account 2210, Central Office

Equipment (COE) Swhching Investment which was used to determine Cat 2 (Tandem) and Cat

3 (Local Switching) by cost company study area. Using ARMIS 4304 data. GSF factors were

calculated to supplement the COE data. Generic "small company" factors were developed

using the average of all Tier I LECs excluding the RBOCs. Individual factors were developed

at the study area level for the Tier I LECs. The revenue requirements were divided by USF

loops to obtain a Switching Revenue Requirements/Loop. by study area.

(ii) For Average Schedule Companies - The data of local switching support

(weighted DEM) amounts by study area was obtained from a filing with USAC. This data

was generated by multiplying the COE revenue requirements by a set of factors based upon

line size and minutes of use per line. The factors used are a part of the USAC tiling. The

COE revenue requirements were obtained by dividing local switching support (weighted

DEM) by the factors described above. Using the "small company" GSF factors developed

above. the GSF amounts were added to the direct cost. The revenue requirements were

divided by USF loops to obtain a Switching Revenue Requirement/Loop. by study area.

(c) Trunking Cost.

VI. Total Cable & Wire (C&W) Investments and expenses and Total COE Transmission

Investments and expenses by cost company were extracted from the NECA data. Using

ARMIS data. a factor was developed for message trunk investment to total investment for both

COE . Transmission and C&W. This factor approximates the effect of the removal of loop

"'0 ~7 CFR Pan 36 § 36.621

".~"
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'''"-' investment (both message and private line). and private line trunk investment. The ratio is

unique for each Tier 1 study area. Study area trunking revenue requirements were then

developed. The revenue requirements were divided by USF loops to obtain a Trunking

Revenue Requirement/Loop, by study area.
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Type A Hold-Harmiess Type B Hold.

(SUppott BaMc:l) Hold Harmless
Ext.ang Type A Harmless Support
Support Hold· (Contrlb- (Step ~)

High OEM Harmless udon
Cost Welgh1tng Based)

Suppett (note 1)
(millions) (millions) (millions) (millions) (millions)

Alabama S 21.4 S 11.0 S 324 S · S 32.4
Anzona S 19.7 S 65 S 262 S 174 S 436
Arkansas S 45.8 S 9.5 S 553 S · S 55.3
California S 285 S 9.2 S 377 S · S 377
Colorado S 25.3 S "3 S 326 S · S 32.6
ConnectICut S · S 12 S 1 2 S 132 S , .. 4
Delaware S · S · S . S · S ·
Dlstnct of Columbia S · S · S - S - S ·Flonda S 118 S 47 S 163 S 488 S 65.1
GeorQla S 41 1 S 130 S 540 S · S ~.O
Hawa" S - S 06 S 06 S 3 1 S 3.7
IdaM S 169 ~ 6.9 S 256 S · S 25.8
illinOIS S 66 S 10 IS S 174 S · S 17.4
Ind.ana S 30 S 85 S 11S S · S 115
Iowa S 9 1 S 156 S 2" 7 S · S 247
Kansas S 360 S 122 S 462 S · S 482
Kent\JCky S 14 1 S IS 1 S 201 S · S 201
LOUISIana S 400 S 82 S 462 S · S 48.2
Maine S "6 S 62 S 109 S · S 10.9
Mat',1and S · S OS S 05 S · S 0.5
Ma~etts S 00 S 03 S 03 S · S 0.3
MIChIgan S 13 1 S 105 S 238 S · S 23.6
Monnesota S 101 S 180 S 25 I S · S 281
M,SSISSIPPI S 177 S 49 S 226 S · S 226
M,ssoun S 294 S 100 S 394 S · S 39 ..
Montana S 234 S 103 S 337 S · S 337
NeDraska S 67 S 99 S 166 S · S 166
Ne\laoa S 32 S 46 S 78 S S 78
~'ew HampslWe S 25 S 48 S 73 S S 73
New Jersey S 20 S oe S 29 S · S 29
'oew MeQCO S 19 1 S 101 S 292 S · S 292
New Yorl!. S 96 S 204 S 300 S ~3 S 843
Nortt'l CaroJlna S 21 5 S 16 S 291 S · S 291
~ortt'l Dakota S 65 S 11 3 S 178 S · S 178
0""0 S .. , S 51 S 98 S · S 98
:::::0"1.at'\C)m a S 2e1 S 172 S "31 S · S "38
Crt'~on S 182 S 82 S 2e3 S · S 263
l)t'I'I~Y'V¥'la S 1 4 S 100 S 11 4 S · S 11 4
Rnoo. ISlM'd S · S · S . S · S ·SC",tl"t Carolln. S 22t S 157 S 386 S · S 386
SOUV'I Dakota S 40 S 103 S 14 3 S · S 14 3Tenn..... S 76 S 117 S 192 S 14 1 S 333;t'las S 732 S 194 S 926 S 359 S 1285
ut~ S 29 S 45 S 74 S 8 1 S 135
""1'·"01'11 S 40 S 49 S 89 S · S 89
\i~(;.nl. S 50 S 54 S 10 .. S S 10 ..
'lVa~on S 247 S 76 S 322 S 165 S 487Wnt V<lgJna S Hsa S 32 S 201 S · S 201Wrscont.ln S 12 1 S 254 S 375 S · S 375'I'JYOrT'tf'lQ S 126 S 4 I S '61 S S 167
ITotal S 130 S 412 S , '42 S 209 S 1 351

~',Cle 'DEM w
e'2'!'Q.m~ SI'\Own "ere~. all ~t'f!Qe Sd'Iedute companies. and tt'Iu$ OIIeresllmate support
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TyDt B Hold~.rmlell • Contribution ....

New System EmMdid let Co.t. Type B Hold· e
With Type A Hold- EXisting Percent Switch : Harmlell s~

Hum'e.. Included System Increased of Thre.- 'Oltial Final

Support Contrib- Net Net Nel National hold- Ellimate Support

ulion Pay~n Ply~n Pay~n Averaoe '00%
- (if :I' 0\ (if)o 01 (if :I' 01 of NlAvg

.. (millionll (millionl) (millions) (mlillonl) (milllonl\ (On -1) millions) (mllilonl)

Alabama S 324 S 237 S · S · $ · 107"4 I $ · S

At1ZONl $ 26.2 $ 3040 $ 78 $ · $ 78 '08"4 1 $ 7.8 S 174

AI1WIUS $ 99.5 S 14.3 S $ · $ · ,~ , $ · S .
California S 377 $ '68.5 $ '308 $ 1059 $ 249 85"4 0 $ S

CoIotIdO $ 342 $ 338 $ · S $ · 118.... I S · $

ConnectICUt $ 12 S 278 $ 266 $ 167 $ 9.9 '07"4 , $ 99 S 132

OeIIIwve S . S 68 S 68 S 42 S 2.6 78.... a s · S

DiltriCt of Columbia S $ 10.0 S 100 S 158 S 31 58.... 0 S · S

Flonda S 163 $ 1130 S 967 S 615 $ 35.2 103"4 , S 35.2 S 488
Geora.. S 1232 S 573 S · S · S · 116"4 1 S · S
HlIWU S OS S 72 S 66 S 43 S 23 121 .... 1 S 23 S 3 ,

Idaho S 273 S 89 S · S S · 119.... I S S
illinoIS S 174 S 735 S 561 $ 40' $ usa 83"4 0 S · S ·
IndIaN S 115 $ 318 $ 203 S 128 $ 75 ~ .... 0 $ · S
IOWI S 247 S '170 S · S · $ - 10' .... 1 $ · S ·
Kan.... S 604 S llU S · $ · S · 118"4 I $ · S ·
Kentul:My S 72.5 S 240 S · $ · S · I 17"4 I S · S ·
LOUINN S 662 S 235 S · S S · 117.... 1 S · S ·
MIIM S 505 S 85 S · S · S · 126.... 1 S · S ·
MaMand S 05 $ 369 S 384 $ 252 S 132 87"4 0 $ · S ·
MMUCI'IUMtta $ 03 $ 460 S 457 $ 334 S 123 97"4 0 S · S ·
MICl'l'P" $ 236 $ 478 S 242 I 177 I 65 89"4 0 $ $
M,nneeQta $ 28 I $ 29.1 I 10 $ I 10 97"4 0 I S ·
M'......llCll S 106 7 S ,.... $ S S · 133.... 1 $ $

M'UMJn I 394 $ 328 $ · S · $ · 108"4 1 $ · S ·
Montana S 462 S 6" $ I I · 136"4 1 S I
Nebrlaka S 349 I '09 I S $ 117% I S · S
Nevada I 78 S 165 I 88 I , .. I 72 82"4 0 I · $ ·
New HamPlll'\,r. $ 242 S 1I 7 S · S · S · I 18"4 I I S
NewJeruv $ 29 S 772 S 7.. J S 468 S 275 81 .... 0 S · S ·
New MellCO S SJO S 122 S · S S · 125.... 1 S · S
New '(0I1t S 300 I 132' S 102 , S 637 S 36. ,,, .... I S 384 S 5043
NOI'tI'I CatollNi S 74 I I 46. S · S 38 $ (38) 110"4 I I · I
Nottl'! Dalcota S 178 S 5. S · S S · "5% I S · S
ChI() S 98 I 6047 $ ~O I Je9 I , 8 , 95% 0 S · S
O..t~ S 4.43 I 192 S S I 113"4 I S S
Otegon I 353 S 223 S S S ',1"4 I S $
P.nnl~ $ " .. S 712 S 658 $ 4.4 1 S 21 8 Sot"4 0 S $
~hOde l&land S S 78 $ 78 $ 5 , $ 2S 97% 0 S S .
Soul'" Carol"'- S loe , S 2.2 S S $ '22"4 , S · S
SOIM Dalcota S , .. 3 $ 54 $ $ $ · "7"4 I $ S
1"t'f",....... I 192 $ 304. $ 152 $ 52 S 100 105"4 1 $ 100 $ 141
Te'll I 928 $ 1032 S '08 S S '06 '09"4 I $ 108 $ 359
Ulan $ 7. $ '2' S 5. $ 01 $ 45 '0' .... I $ 45 $ 6 ,
v4tf"nQnt $ JeO S 55 S · S · S '''2''4 I S · S
"'''g.n.. $ '0. $ ~. , 405 I nJ $ '.2 93"4 o , · $ .
w.~on , 322 , 313 • 81 • · • 8 , '08"4 1 $ 8' S '65
WeetV.rgne S 588 • '05 • · S · S .- 125.... , S · S
Wracon"" $ 375 S 210 S · S · , · 88"4 o S S .
WyOm'na S 335 S .2 S · S 1 · '45% 1 S · S

I TOIl' S '736 I $ , 73611 M2 I ~ 1 303 ~ S 209
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This Plan Compared to Existing Federal Program

Existina Program This Plan Net
Contri- Support Benefit Contri- Support Benefit Gain

bution bution

(millions) (millions) (millions) (millions) (millions) (millions) (millions)

Alabama S 17 S 32 S 15 $ 27 $ 32 $ 6 $ (9)
Arizona $ 21 S 26 $ 5 $ 38 $ 44 $ 5 S (0)
Arkansas S 10 S 55 S 45 S 16 $ 99 $ 83 S 38
California S 1-4-4 $ 38 $ (106) $ 189 S 38 S (151) S (45)
Colorado S 21 S 33 S 12 $ 38 S ~ $ (3) $ (15)
Connecticut S 18 S 1 S (17) S 31 $ 14 S (17) S (0)
Delaware S -4 S - S (4) $ 8 $ . S (8) $ (3)
Distlict of Columbia S 7 S - S (7) $ 11 $ - $ (11 ) S (4)
Florida S 78 S 16 $ (62) $ 127 $ 65 $ (61 ) $ 0
Georoia $ 35 S 54 S 19 S 64 S 123 $ 59 $ 40
Hawaii S 5 S 1 S (4) S 8 $ 4 S (-4) $ (0)
Idaho S 5· S 26 S 20 S 10 S 27 S 17 S (3)
Illinois S 58 S 17 S (40) S 82 S 17 $ (65) S (25)
Indiana S 24 S 12 S (t 3) S 36 $ 12 $ (24) $ (11 )
Iowa S 12 S 25 S 13 S 19 S 2S $ 6 S (7)

Kansas S 12 S 48 S 36 S 19 S 60 $ 41 S 5
Kentucky S 15 S 20 S 5 S 27 S 72 $ 46 S 40
Louisiana S 17 S 48 S 31 S 26 $ 66 $ -40 S 9
Maine S 6 S 11 S 5 $ 9 $ 50 $ 41 S 36
Mar\I1and S 26 S 0 S (25) $ 44 $ 0 S (43) $ (18)
Massachusetts S 3-4 S 0 S (33) S 52 S 0 S (51) S (18)
Michigan S 41 S 24 S (18) S 54 $ 24 $ (30) $ (12)
Minnesota S 21 S 28 S 7 S 33 S 28 S (-4) S (12)
Mississippi S 10 S 23 S 13 S 16 S 107 S 91 S 78
Missoun S 2-4 S 39 $ 15 S 36 $ 39 S 3 S (13)
Montana S 4 S ~ S 30 $ 7 S 46 S 39 S 9
Nebraska S 7 S 17 $ 9 S 12 S 35 $ 23 $ 14
Nevada S 9 $ 8 S (1) S 18 $ 8 $ (11 ) $ (9)
New Hampsnlfe $ 7 S 7 $ 1 $ 13 S 24 S 11 S 11
New Jersev S 50 $ 3 S (4n S 87 $ 3 $ (84) S (37)
New MeXICO S 7 S 29 S 22 S 14 $ 53 $ 39 $ 17
New York S 94 S 30 $ (64) S 1-48 S 84 S (64) S (0)
North CaroWla $ 33 S 29 S (4) S ~ $ 74 $ 20 $ 24
North Dakota $ 3 $ 18 S 15 S 6 $ 18 S 12 $ (3)
OhIo $ 47 $ 10 S (37) S 13 $ 10 $ (63) $ (26)
Oklahoma $ 14 S 44 S 30 S 22 S 44 S 23 $ (7)
Oregon $ 16 S 26 S 1\ S 25 $ 35 $ 10 $ (0)
PeMsytv.".. S 56 $ 11 $ (44) S 87 $ 11 $ (75) $ (31 )
Rhode Island S 5 S . S (5) S 9 $ - S (9) S (4)
South CaroWla S 16 $ 39 S 23 S 27 $ 106 $ 79 $ 57
South Dakota S 3 $ ,. $ 11 S 6 $ 14 $ 8 S (3)
TeMessee $ 24 S 19 S (5) S 39 $ 33 $ (5) $ (0)
Texas S 80 S 93 S 13 S 116 $ 128 S 13 $ 0
Utah S 8 $ 7 S (1 ) S 14 $ 14 $ (1 ) S 0
Vermont S 3 S 9 $ 8 S 6 $ 36 $ 30 $ 24
VlI'gmla S JJ S 10 S (22) S 57 $ 10 $ (47) S (24)
Washington S 26 S 32 S 6 $ 43 $ 49 $ 6 $ (0)
West V,rglnta S 7 S 20 S 13 S 12 S 51 S 45 $ 32
WisconSlll S 23 S 37 S 15 S 31 S 37 S 6 S (9)
Wyomlno $ 3 S 11 S 14 S 5 $ 33 S 29 S 15

[Total Is 1243 Is, 142 1s (101)\ s 1.948\ S 1,9481 S OLi_ 1Q1}
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EllisU S stem Net Benents

2/24/98 15.35

S 729 946 S 411 572 S 1 141 518 L.;S::;..-.~..;.,.;:..;...;."-I

~.

Support Under Net

Current S tem Benefit

High OEM Total Total
Cost Welg"Ung
Fund
OOOs

S 21,405 S S S
S 19,741 S S S
S 45,756 S S S
S 28,502 S S S
S 28276 S S S
S S S S
S S S S
S S S S
S 11,619 S 4,666 S 16,285 S
S 41078 S 12966 S 54044 S
S S 645 S 645 S
S 18,868 S 6,904 S 25,772 S
S 6,626 S 10,806 S 17,431 S
S 2,975 S 8,550 S 11.525 S
S 9 7 S 15628 S 24695 S
S 36,046 S 12,186 S 48,232 S
S 14,062 S 6,070 S 20,132 S
S 39.990 S 8,228 S 48,218 S
S 4,640 S 6,232 S 10,872 S
S S 498 S 498 S
S 7 S 332 S 338 S
S 13,137 S 10,489 S 23,626 S
S 10,115 S 17,992 S 28,107 S
S 17,702 S 4,913 S 22,615 S
S 29429 S 9967 S 39396 S
S 23.380 S 10,287 S 33,667 S
S 6.688 S 9,926 S 16.614 S
S 3,208 S 4.625 S 7,833 S
S 2,494& S 4,839 S 7,332 S
S 2048 S 882 S 2930 S
S 19,107 S 10,119 S 29.226 S
S 9,633 S 20,390 S 30.023 S
S 21,475 S 7,586 S 29,061 S
S 6.458 S 11,317 S 17,775 S
S 4625 S 5138 S 9763 S
S 26.637 S 17,182 S 43.818 S
S 18,151 S 8,152 S 26.303 S
S 1,426 S 10,012 S I 1,437 S
S S S S
S 22 924 S 15850 S 38574 S
S 3,991 S 10,288 S 14,279 S
S 7.573 S 11,1559 S 19,232 S
S 73.166 S 19,429 S 92,595 S
S 2.875 S 4,547 S 7.422 S
S 3974 S 4880 S 8853 S
S 4,955 S 5,419 S 10,374 S
S 24,655 S 7,570 S 32,225 S
S 16.839 S 3,245 S 20,085 S
S 12,055 S 25,433 S 37.488 S
S 12571 S 4134 S 16705 S

Contribullons Under

Cur""" System
High OEM Total

Cost WelghUng
Fund

(OOOs) (OOOs) (OOOs)

Alabama S 11,621 S 5,747 S 17,368

Anzona S 12,564 S 8.165 S 20,729
Arkansas S 6.704 S 3,477 S 10.182
CalifornIa S 103,056 S 40.526 S 143,582

Colorado S 12390 S 8400 S 20791

ConnectICut S 10,592 S 7,299 S 17,891

Delaware S 2,427 S 1,803 S 4,230
Dlstnet of ColumbIa S 4,015 S 2,l'05 S 6,820
Flonda S 49.805 S 28,013 S 77,817

GeorQla S 22.247 S 13,222 S 35469
HawaII S 3,202 S 1.749 S 4951
Idaho S 3,188 S 2,140 S 5,329
illinoIS S 38,727 S 18,796 S 57,523
IndIana S 16,246 S 8.033 S 24.279
Iowa S 7781 S 4253 S 12033
Kansas S 7,734 S 4,038 S 11,772
Kentucky S 9874 S 4,998 S '4.872
LOUiSiana S 11.790 S 5.656 S 17,446
Maine S 3.928 S 1,999 S 5.927
Mal"v1and S 15881 S 9831 S 25712
MassachuseftS S 21,6~ S 12,170 S 33.774
MIChigan S 29.675 S 11,670 S 41,345
Minnesota S 14,203 S 6,673 S 20.877
~''iSiSSIPpt S 6,477 S 3,569 S 10,046
"'1''isoun S 1594&4 S 8039 S 23983
,~ontana S 2.506 S 1,606 S 4,112
I~jetlraSll;a S 4,828 S 2,639 S 7,467
ir'l!vaoa S 5,589 S 3,674 S 9,263
1"'e.... HampSIWe S 3,917 S 2,897 S 6.814
I~'ew Jersey S 30058 S 19682 S 49740
'"oew MelOCo S 4.236 S 2,908 S 7,145
i~ew York S 60,1e.- S 33.525 S 93.689
r.o,." Carolina S 21,681 S 11.214 S 32.895
r.onn Dakota S 1,843 S 1.0~ S 2,938

I

':~IO S 32405 S 14267 S 46672
:~:anoma S 9,415 S 4,821 S 14.306
C'e;on S 9,612 S 8.100 S 15,712
Penn~.,.,.....".a S 37.~7 S 18,531 S 55,578

;;:(nooe ISland S 3.134 S 2,004 S 5.138
S:l ...~ Carolina S 10201 S 5848 S 18057

ISO"ltI Dakota S 2,004 S 1,251 S 3.254
ITeMeswe S 15.984 S 8.471 S 24,455
iTl!liS S 55.565 S 24.144 S 79.709
I
'L,;tah S 5.123 S 3.132 S 8255
I'Je,mont S 1902 S 1 350 S 3251
iV"jjlll'oa S 19,593 S 13,06e S 32.658
: .'II aSl'ongton S 17,OH5 S 9,406 S 26,422
I .."est Vll'gna S 4.4~ S 2.605 S 7,008
I~'J,SCO~ S 15.911 S 6.S00 S 22,711
I ":ycm,no S , 427 S , 106 S 2 5~

iuS Average

ICaICulated Total S 817323 S 425210 S I 242 532



BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

In the Matler of

Federal-State Joint Board on
Universal Service

)
)
)
)
)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

CC Docket No. 96-45

'- I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing documents

have been furnished to the parties on the attached service list.



Harold Furchtgott-Roth, Comm.
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Russell Frisby, Jr., Chairman
Maryland Public Service Comm.
16th Floor, 6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 1202-6806

Gloria Tristani, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
S. Dakota Public Utilities Comm.
500 E. Capital Avenue

'e, SD 57501

Martha S. Hogerty, Public Counsel
State of Missouri
P.O. Box 7800
Harry S. Truman Building. Rm. 250
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Eileen Benner
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720-0074

Lorraine Kenyon
,A1:qska Public Utilities Commission

6 West Sixth Ave., Suite 400
~horage, AK 99501

Michael Powell, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

David N. Baker, Chairman
Georgia Public Service Comm.
244 Washington Street., S.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334-5701

Julia l. Johnson, Commissioner
Florida Public Service Comm.
250 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Whiting Thayer
Federal Communications Comm.
200 l. Street, N.W. Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Rachel B. Chone, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W. Rm. 844
Washington, D.C. 20054

Debra M. Kriete
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Comm
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Paul E. Pederson, Staff Chair
Missouri Public Service Comm.
P.O. Box 360
Truman State Office Building
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Susan Ness, Commissioner
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

William Kennard, Chairman
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Kenneth McClure, Chairman
Missouri Public Service Comm.
301 W. High Street, Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Sharon l. Nelson, Chairman
Washington Utilities &

Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Alex Belinfante
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20054

Debra Dupont, Federal Staff Chair
Federal Communications Comm.
200 l. Street, N.W.
Washington,. D.C. 20036.

William Howden
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036



Larry Povich
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20054

Sandra Makeeff
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, IA 50319

Rafi Mohammed
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M. Street, N.W.

hington, D.C. 20054

Teresa Pitts
Washington Utilities &

Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Jeanine Poltronieri
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Brian Roberts
r.,lifornia Public Utilities Comm.
. Van Nes Avenue
~ Francisco, CA 94102-3298

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities Com
State Capital, 500 E. Capitol Ave.
Pierre, SO 57501-5070

Terry Monroe
New York Public Service Comm.
Three Empire Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

Gary Oddi
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L Street., N.W. Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consu.

Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

James Bradford Ramsay
National Assoc. of Regulatory

Utility Commissioners
1201 Constitution Avenue. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20423

Gary Seigel
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard J. Johnson, Brian Grogan
Minnesota Independent Coalition
4800 Northwest Center
90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-4129

Clara Kuehn
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Samuel Loudenslager
Arkansas Public Service Comm.
P.O. Box 400
Little Rock., AR 72203-0400

Michael A. McRae
D.C. Office of the People's

Counsel
1133 5th Street, N.W. Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20005

Andrew Mulitz
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W. Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Pamela Szymczak
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W. Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

A. Campbell, I. Penn, J. Podesta
Institute for Public Representation
Georgetown University Law Cente
500 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 200001

Jonathan Reel
Federal Communications Comm.
200 L. Street., N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036


